
The assessment of the uses and results from !he various Intemet funding programs as
TqlOned in this study can:

• Identify I::ey poltey Issues related 10 the digital divide, panlCUlarly UnrvCBaI Service and
equitable access to IlC\worl::ed infonnalion T'CSOUJCeS and SCI\'ICes In the United St.~

• Provide an assessmenl of the roles publIC libntrics play in closlna !he dtgital di\'ide. and
thc impact of !bose roles on lhe commurutx:s the librwle:s set'Ve;

• Pntvidc:. sense of the impacu and benefits oomrnwllUC$ derive from publIC library
Internet OOlIfICCtivily and Ko'JCCS:

• Identify lhc role of E·rale dl500Ullts and other funding lIOUfUS tn library 5CI'Viccs and
lCChnology plllllDlng .:Iivilles:

• Provide a bcucr- unden:tandlng ofbow lhcsc awards lift bemg used by libnries;
• Provide a bcllcr- understanding oflbc E-r.ne applicalion and disbursement process;
• ASIlist poltcy mal::CfS to delcnmne how besl to refine various Universal Snvtu policy

goals lhrougb program$ such as the E·Rate and LSTA in relation to lbc digital divide; and
• Assess the relationship bct"''eeTl \'annus funding program$ and IntcmCl services.

The findmgs olTa lessons from the various public library Internet programs that can continue to
improve ovemll public library conne<:tivity, services, and usc of the Internet - at the local, sute,
and national levels.

In addition, study results can be used to fine-rune fulure program activities to improve the
impact and success of the program. Products from this study can also be used to maJ<imi~e the
imp~t from fcdcmJ funding for public libraries. The funding programs and initiatives aTe
simply tOO imponant flQ' to study their impacts and benefits. If the Mtion is to be successful in
the global networl<ed information environment, it is essential thai public libraries and the
residents they SCI\'e obtain the JlIllJlimum benefits possible from these programs.
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CHAPT[R2:8ACKGROUNO

T'lle term -digTllll dIvide" distmgwshes bctw~ those ... 110 ha\'e acass 10 and can
effectl\'e!y usc IIC\\' Informauon technologies and those ....110 do not.1I A go.lll ofthost !lCClang 10
reduce the digital dillide is thai e\'ery penon Iuls access 10 these new technolClgles ..'hen aod
where they need them and Iuls understanding of how 10 use these IOOls effc:cuvely. An interim
step is 10 equip commumty InS1ltulions such as public librJries with Internet llCCesS and trained
slaff. This chapter prO\lides brief background infonnation on the digital divide and the three
major library-oriented national-level extcrnal funding sources lhal seek to reduce it: the Library
Services and TechnolOKY Act (LSTA) funding, E·rale. and the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation Libmry Program.

The Dlgl,.1 OMde

~D1lPtal divKk:..1t 15 I phruc innally used in 1995 by the Ikpanrneut ofC~'s
N.tionll TelecouuTllmicatlOnS and Infonnallon AdmlnlSntion (NTIA) 10 de:scribe the a;istencc
of "haves'" and "havc TIOlS'" In Ibc: networked cnvironmcnL NTIA. through lIS 1995 report
Falling T1Irovglr lire N~t: A SunY)' of IItt! "J/a,Y! Nou" In Rural and Urixln A",erictl.
demonstrated that there were clear dilTCfeOCCs m access to technology (e.g., computer'S,
computerS with modc:rnJ) across households by nlCC, income. education. and geographic
location. Indeed, minority households, households with less than the median income. households
with nnn-eollege-educated indilliduals, or households located in roTaI areas were less likely 10
halle computers in thc hOITKl.

The NTIA (U.S. Department of Corrunct'Ce. N.,ional Telecommunications aod
Information Administntion, 1998)~ identiftcd "'profiles of the least connected'" III rural
poor, rural and central city minorities, young bouscholds, and female-I\eaded households. The
report contludes (p. 6):

An increasing number of Americans twvc bcx:ouiC connected to the Information
Superhigh.....y in the last three years.... NC'"cnhcless. signif>eant segments of the
populat>on still remain unconnected by tclephonc llIM1Ior computer.... Bcaouse it may
take time before these gl'O\JPS become connected at home. it is still csscntial tllat schools,
libl1ll"ies. and other community lICCCSS centel'li (CACs) prollide computer access in order
to connect significant portions of our population.

Clearly. public organizations, such as public libraries. would need 10 provide the [nternet
connection untilacccss 10 the net from OOTl1Cl was possiblc.

The NTlA (U.S. Department of Conuncrce. National TclecommunicallOns and
InfOl'Tllation Admini.stralion. 1999) report defined the -digital divide~ IS "the W\ide bct\fl.~

those with access 10 new technologies and those without.. (1999, p. ltii) aDd coaslders the digital

II 8asoc podcs 10 dI&1la1 d"'Mlc~ ... be IOund M: Amenc.:I 1.I'bnryA~ 8crlIOII FOl,nd,,,_.
8ollcher. (hu(2000), GogIe. Honrn.. 4 Noovak,Iftd YoMo.
" For oddm""al raoun:a ICC Rr-, Joe. '"""",*,'104 ......,........ 10' ¥w-/iM profeuiooJols dlg"/ rli>oilk.
<b1tJl://wcl...yudu/-jl')'1lllf'lIIfoprold'v>de.hIJ1l1>.
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divide to be "one of America's leading economic and civil rights issues" (1999, p. xii). The
NTIA Teport (1999. p. xiii) found that:

• Ho"seholds with incomes of $75,000 and higher are more than twenty times more likely
to have access to the Internet that those at the lowest income levels. and more than nine
times as likely to have a computer at home;

• Whites arc mOTe likely to have access to the Internet from home than African Am~-ricans

or Hispanics have from any location:
• African American and Hispanic households arc approximately one-third as likely to have

home Internet aceess as households of Asian/Pacific Islander descenl, and roughly two
fifths as likely as White households: and

• Regardlcss of ineomc Icvel, Amcricans living in rural areas lag behind in Internet aceess.

Th"s, there is a discrepancy in access to networ'o:-based technologies by race, incomc, and
geographic location.

A kcy issue raised again in the NllA (U.S. Department of Commcrce. National
Telecommunications and Infonnation Administration. 1999) report is the role of the eommunity
access centCT1l (CACs) defined as sehools, libraries, and other public access points in
ameliorating the digital dh·ide. 1l is important 10 consider the role. ability, and potential ofCACs
in the digital divide. It is clear that the digital dividc will not simply disappear over time witho"t
effort on the part of various community-based organizations. including public libraries. Indeed,
the 1999 NTlA rcport states that '"for many groups, the digital dividc has widened as the
information "haves" outpace the "have-nots" in gaining access to electronic resources" (p. xiii).

The NTlA (U.S. Department of Commerce, National Telecommunications and
Information Administration, 2000) report fo"nd that 51% of all U.S. homcs had a computer and
41.5% Mall U.s. homes had Internet access. Internet access by race was: Asian American &
Pacific Islander (56.8%). White (46.1%), Hispanic (23.6%) and African American (23.5%)
households. Internet access by income was $75,000+ (86.3%) while houscholds $15,000 or
below (12.7%). 65% of college graduates have Internet access compared to 12% of households
hcaded by those with less than a high school education. Internet access by rural/urban location
was: 42.3% urban 38.9"10 rural and 37.7% central city. When outside the home Internet access
was: work (62.7%) K-12 schools (18.9"10), other schools (8.3%), libraries (9.6%) community
cente~ (.5%) at Community Ccnte~. and someone else's computcr (13.8%).

Public I.ibrary Interner Connectivity and the Digiral Divide

In this mix. it is important to assess the role that public libraries play in the digital di~ide,

as wen as the use of external, national-level funding to support public library involvement with
and use of the Internet. Recent research by the authors shows that 95.4% of publie library outlets
provide public access Internet services (Bertot and McClure, 2000). Of those outlets that do
provide public access lntcrnet services. each outlet has an average of 8.3 graphical workstations
- but rural libraries ha~e an average of 4.9 workstations as compared to an average of 17.3 in
urban libraries. Moreover, 25.3% of rural public libraries connect to the Internet via a dial-up
56kbps modem. The same study shows that 62.1 % of library outlcts with 20-40% poverty and
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69.6% of library ollllelS with more than ~ po\-erty deslgnallOns make use of the E.nlle
diSCOWlt to support !heir Internet C(IlU1t(:tivity services.

Public librwy Internet connectivIty... hlk impro\'ed subswlIIally .ince 1998 (Ba1oc and
McOurr, 1999). stIli requires txlCmal IUppOft. especially In Ierms of higher baDd...ldlh 10
p"" ..1de adequate lICeesS 10 IntenM:l:-bascd lechnologies 10 the publIC.

Ke,' Componenb of "-alenl Funding of Publlt Ubraries

The firslunit within lht ftderal gO\'tmrnent de\"Otoo 10 IJbnuies wa.s the Libl1lJ)' Ser',ices
Oivision created in 1938 as a part of the Office: of Education III that tllne a part of the InteriO!"
Departmcnl. IJ The first large·scale ft'dcral program ~uppor1ing public libraries Wll.~ the Libra!)'
Services Act (LSA) (P.L. 84-597) passed on June 19, 1956. The focus of the legislation Wll.S
e~tending or enhancing rural publk liblll!)' ~rvices,

The February 11. 1964 LiM!)' Services and Construclion Act (LSCA) (P.L. 88-269. 20
USC 351 E..m.) merged LSA mandales with the addition of funding for urbaJI public libranes
and public library consuuction (Tilk II). LSCA re-aulhoriution legIslatIOn added specialized
Stale library serviCes (10 sute instltutions and the handicapped) and Interlibrary cooperation
(Title 111) in 1966,1' The LSCA re-authoriZlng Act (p.l. 95-123) paw:<! on OcIOber 7. 1977
requ.red state or non·(cdmJl matching fundi. The LSCA IqIs1auon In Its final yean had SUl

btk:s: public library xrvtCCS. library consuucuoo. interlibrary coopention. Nali"e Ammcan
libnry support. f~11" language matena!• .,;:qui5ition. and library IltCfl()',

Tabk 2.1 summarizes key federal legislation relaled 10 public library funding.

"For.!lIJulry ofth.. pmod ,n fcder1ll- h"hnry 11f.1n..., t.4..... (l9804) .... Rober(I99$).
" For I hiolofy ofLSCA from 19601·]9111 ..., Itolley'" Scllramer (l981). Moll' (1990, 10-12) SUJlphei. IItlpM
lqtslatJ"" chronolotlY (Toble I) coverin& the pc:nod t956-1988 mel • SlIl'MIU}' of' LSNtSCA -WO"'" II!JODI 1951
19l1'9.
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T_bkU Brid hI_ti"t IIhf. 'of F'tckral S. of Pubtlc Ubnlrln..
D.lt Ac1io.

'''' t..ilnry St,. iu:s tlorYisG a-.J as~ oflbc 0If0c,0 of fdl........... _ • ~

o(dlel....
1-= 19. l~ Ubnry~ Act (lSA) (P,LI4-~~ TIlt tnt _. ,..... IO;IenI

PfOIlalll SUA""'" pub/Jc libow>a.. JluodJ..,. nnl (Iw than 10.000)~
litnncs _.-., blnna ........iIl$ll'MOo" Act_lOeCI .. dfltC1 .-til196a .....
e~lmS.... or ... _ !han S ... I0Il1 <!tIftmlnal

Fo:bnJary II. 1964 LIbrary~ ond C..,IlnIl:I_ Acl (P.L81J.269. 20 usc )Sll:l.KlI,) morp;l LSA
mandIIles ..;111 the: todd,oon or r..odlnl rOf IIIban JNbI'" libnml Imd pubI", litnry
ConSlnlCllon (Titlc: II). ConlOnliel LSA fundi", "I'JI"*h "',lh ut.,.."",. of nil more
\han S Yean "',lh 1I0Il. <lelnminal annlllil v,

July 19. 1966 Inl...libfary loan eOO(ll:f1llioo (Tille IH). libnry SoCrvkeo to ;nllllUlion. (TIll. [VA) and
11K: pby.ic.lly hondic.MICd (Tu[e IVB) added 10 LSCA (P.L,89·S I I j,

November 2.(. Ad<l<d 0 provilion under c(."!rUCtion litlc: (Iij .[""";nl libraries to ol:ui'n LSCA

"" lIlnd,nll '" ocquire ex,lIinl bulld,np and I'UIoOVItC (P.LIJO. [S<l)

""""""''''. Adds~c ........... '" incl..x 1o....ioctJo>e rom,l"", ConsoIidaoes Ti11el1.

'''' IVA Ind IVH. Adds "'PPO" !Of Il..uopulrtlll liinries ........"lI as rq..-I ... ",,-,
~. SUOoat!OIf~(p~ _ ~ Ittmo¥es nIIIdl.... rcqouronodS fur
imcrli.... .L91-600

laly XI. 1m "" (110 .... -. PL91·:J.ts, ,. U>C "<lIllp"."..,..,...........&OV ......~........ kmb)aubliJllDd W u.s. N"'-I
C........- ... UiInna and laror.- Sc:ioIoc (NUlSl .....'lfwww......,.."..
Amaodod A.... \., 199[ (p.LI02·9S, <lIap:ltwww_I....,..'obo.1t-:kJ:l'Oll8l\l
pIlOl·9S.MmI>), S F' -:.~ )0, 1996 (p.L[04-2OI, <IIap:lfwww............. ..,
beek l04-2Ol!l.llanl>

M:oyl.lm OIdo".o.mmc. c.."pd..aoive.su-.iu:s Ai,""""'"'' (P.L9)·29)..-is LSCA ..
todd \Title: (lV) Older Reackrs s-.lCeIlM Illk .... aot funded.

0cI0ber 19. I'17J Naciooq,l FW1'IIJo_ ... the: AnI ..... H.......ilics AmmdmmIs (P,Ul·I))) arrw:ndo
LSCA to includl:~ libraries mItC1dI& cMI1II mlmo.

A"llII1I21. 1'17. E<Ncoli"" Anw:Mmc-na. of 197,( (P.L9).J80) oddo prop"'.'IIIO: cmpha>illO incll>de
hmilCd lingli$llopcokn.

O<;tobc-r 7, 1977 LSCA re-outhoriring ACI (p.L.9S·1B) «<luires f"""""l fund••penl for II1m;n;,,",l'''''
lU hove 1Ial-C or non-f""",,,,1 motehina fundi; adds cmph.o.i. on mop lUboD liboaries.

Octobct 17. 1984 IkI,nn,"I in 1984 lhcrc ..... 0 ;hill in mtolt to..""", f\lndinl uoc or infmnarion
\CIClmoklcY by libranco. Addl .....·Wooo lOr NOll"" ~;:an" A': mophalll on
~bnriaD lIaiaina and honcv lnul"'O for .odulll P.L~80.

"" Tckroo,."m"M_ Act or 1996 (110 SIll. S6. P,LI04-I(4) Funcb the: E-faIc
F".""atU ................ .od'-..cnI 1IClcwmmuniClbOllP IIld iIlformM>ool 1CC!Inolo&"'"
IIld K>'\'>CCIIO odIOollllld lII:lbhc blnnoo ••"*-_

Sc:plo........ JO. n.. O....ibm Comolodalal~ Acl or 19'J7 (110 SIlL JOO9. PLI04-2OI.

'''' KR. 3610) Sea.- 101(c), bdc VII; 1'04_ -..I t..ilnry Savoca Aa or 1996
Qap~fwww~""'kL""'pdf'>§Ibolle 8 L;bnry Sa.iCU-..I
T«b8o&ou Aa (LSTA). e-l..... B LSCA tides (• ...r.dcd) 10 """ bno.od
lSTA .........""'" fint, _ or ""'1wuIouc fOr ..10<_...... PIIWlI1ihranca, IIllI
bd..""o li;loiiOCSIlld ......~ ...... iou IIld lICCOIld. _ ... library~
_ aceasibk 10 __ .... nnI loca1i!J«"l, IIld 10 kJw·_ n:sKknb and Olhm
...... hove- dJrrlC\llly IIIi"I litnry $CIVOCC:L C__ !.SA and LSCA fuod'''I

..-nIl mull""'"n_or j ........
Dt:(c",b", I. 19'J7 Mu_ and Libnry Senoice; TcdomcaI and Ca:lfomu"l Amcud"owll (p.L IOS-I2I.

S. l~) moI<coI mUlOf«JtTeClion.. The lal ofllw: Ace. amc:ndcd i. 20 USC9101
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Whatl~ LSTA Stale Ubntr')' Agencies Funding?

LSCA b«amc the prt'!ltIlt da), Library Services and Ta:hnology Act (lSTA) funding in
1996 The Museum and LIbrary Services Aet of 1996 (P.L. 104-208. H.R. 3610)
<http:l,Iwwv,·.imls.gov/whatsnew'1eg/leLmlsa.pdf> and its lSTA scction was pan of the
Ommbus Comolidated Appropriations Act of 1997 enacted 011 SeptmlbeT 30, 1996 and amended
on December l. 1997 by the Museum and Ubiai)' Scn-w:cs Confonmng and Technical
Al1lWdl1KhU of 1997, (PL 105-12S). The IUt of the Act as amended is 20 USC 9101. Library
Services and Technology Act (LSTA) funding began in 1998. Funds go 10 Sttmary of
F..ducatKlll who transff'l"S them to InSl1lute of Museum and Library Services. This alTangemmt
retains the House. Labor Health and Human Services, Educalion AppiOpiiations Subcommittee
Junsdiction over library a!'PlOpl illtl(lf\$.

LSTA built on the strengths of previous fedrnlllibtvy programs, noIably LSCA wlIh some
major dlffell':llces. LSTA:

• Moved the responsibtlil), for the administnllion of !he prognm from the Department of
Education to a newl)' created independent federal, executive branch, agenc)" the Institute
of Museum 1lIld library Services (IMLS);

• Re-focused the prognm on two ke)' priorities (section 231): establishing or enhancins
electronic linkages among or between libl1lries, aDd targc:ting libl1lry and infonnation
scT1lices to persons having difficulty using a library and 10 under-served urblllt and TUral
communities, including children (from binh through age seventeen) from families with
incomes bc:low the poverty line;"

• Dropped ~bricks and mortar" library conslTUClion. Onl)' minor wiring or lighting
adjustments are allowed. No bui lding renovalions like I1lmp5 and dOOl"S au allowed even
if the)' au to help meet Americans with DisabilitiC'$ Act requirements;

• Dropped sepantte title for literacy funding. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) picked up some of this efTen panieularly as pan of its Head Stan and Even Stan
programs. Statcs can WIt LSTA runds for literacy programs if it is l dcslgnated priorilY;

• Expanded the types of hbrancs !hat could puticipalC In the program beyond public
libraries (sedion 212) to tnclude, school, acadanic and private I eh libntries;

• Continued to stn:SS library scrvlces to people of di,'ersc geographic, cultural, and
~iocconomic backgmuncb, 10 individuals with disabihlles, and 10 people witll limiled
funclionalliteracy or informalion skills;

• Retained lhc: sliccessful State library-based .IilI"oach to adminislCfUlg the program,
furtber streamlimng and simplifying progntm adrmmstrltion WIthout sacrificing
accountability and e,"llualion; and

lJ T1le br.-icr aaidItc ranal....... Sca_ 212, "!be~ ofdk act...., 10 -.lale ¢llcdlmct Uld p_
.''Y .... tifdon& -.:cs& 10 1anuD& .... IIlf_~ III all I)'JKI or t.tnnw; 10 flJmll1ace omptoVemtI:Il
and .. ti1lrwy ICIVICa lbmuah pub1""'P""'" __ .... bwsJbipt.; 10 estIbh'" IIJIIJ(MIaI Iihtwy ........,.
ph fOl" dlt 2111 omI1If)' tNl will pnMdc acoeu II) mror-.on Ihrouah 1IlImOIIionIII eloclmmc "".....b; help
~ 11). pmduc:tJ"" wurlt furl:e, devdop ......"'11Ild aiticallhinkul& I"« childml .... sdutta.~ W&ett:d
terVicclt lCl people of diYft'IC IC"IIfIlIhIC, cultural sod oocioa:ocl<Wrlic bscqroundo.. 10 ,nd,vKlwlh w,1lI dlssbilillCl,
sod 10 I""'l'ie W1d11imited fUlICI'IOrUlt htency or mfomw"", ....iII.; to prov;dc sdcqUllIe I>oon ofapenrion, fxilitlCS,
iliff, collections. and ekctronlC
1C«t. to ",formation."
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• Conl1nUC'd emphasis on public libranes, but meouragcd interlibrary coopc'l8lioo and
productive part~bips throughout the entire Bel, allowing much more ntxibility.

LSTA allows funding Lo go 10 all types of libraries including academic, public, school and
special. The only libraries that cannol m;eive LSTA funds are fedcral Of for-profiL libraries.

LSTA emphasized the role of Iibranes as change .gents, implcmcnlCrS of equity. as Klf
belp inslrtutlOQS and community partna"5 in lifelong learning and literacy, as economic
dcvdopen, and as orpnu:ers and providers of basic information in such a=os as employment.
hcalth. law and go,·mtmcnt services-

Federal funding for libraries has never been certain and is always determined year-to
year. The Library Services Act and its descendants: Library Services ond Construction Act
(LSCA) and Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA), an: among the longest nmning
entitlcment acts .utbori7.Cd Every several years, most recently this has been e,·cry five years.
Congress reviev.'S and I"e-lUthorizes the act. Congress determines the amount of fundmg fOl" the
act on all annual ba!J;15. Thus the amount of the p1incipal~ of federal funding for libraries is
detenruncd year-lO-year adding lIdditKJnaI unccnamty to library planning efforts.

Institute 01 Muse.ulIlI"d LibN'Y St:rvius (IMI.$) Role

The lnstilUle of Museum lind Library Services (IMLS) <hup://www.imls.govl>
administers LSTA funding. 16 lMLS administers a number of programs supporting libraries of all
types. museums and libntry-museum partnerships. T1lese programs include: National Leadership
Gnnts (NLG) fOf Libnrics (categories include: Prescrvl!ion Of DigilU:lt>on of LibrIlty
Mataials; Education and Tnmms; and Researclt and DemonsnahOll). National ~ip
Grants for Library-Museum Collabontions, NlIl~ Amer1eln Grants, Native Hawanall Gnnu
and the Gl'lU1l$ to State Librai)' Agencies. The focl.t'l of thiS study is the Gnnts to State Library
Agencies program and the use of this funding to lSsisl public libraries (although other types of
librnries may also usc: this funding source). The anoual allouncnl of LSTA funds is as follows:

• 91.j¥. or more allotted 10 states via Granl.5 10 State Library AgCTICies;
• 3.7j% for N.tional Lcadellihlp Grants;
• 1.7j% for N.ti\'e Arnericall and 'alive H....aiiall Grants; and
• 3-". hmit allo...ed for fedenl \evel administnuion.

.. For _ -'Y IqlClfI ..., F...tcl (t998) """ doe 1991·1998 n.u..s ~ report
<h!rp:J'www.............lpubi5.pdl:'p'1 rp..pdI>. FOIlepIob.w iMmI..." U.s. ee-.-~.C_ 011
l...oboI_ 11...- R_ (L995, A"*",,, 30). Ant, .......na,..,.;l ............lfl.w:h.....lS or 1m(~
R<p<>n LOo4-135). ""........&'0". DC G.P.O. YLlIHOo4-135.
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Table 2.2 LSTAIIMLS Ubran' Pr rnA ... Mallo....
Y...r GruIS 10 SI. Lib. Agtndcs NLG Li~ & Nalh·t Tocal

LlbJMuwum Amtrltal\llll

'998 135 466 990 1146.l4O.OOO 5487750 2.560.950 1<3 15690
'999 135 66938 1$4.500.000 25000.000u 2908.063 163 75001
2000 138118,0001173.000.00 22025.837u 2616000 162759.837
200' 148939000(161.071.000 .so .so 000·· 2940.000 202 429000
T.... 557890,928 103063.587u 1102S013 611,979 28
·1997 ...1Il~ TOlII LSTA .......,. by I\lLS .........islcr p.-P....'s is $1.,2.)5.919

'The Grants to SUIte Library Agene..:s offers population-basod formut. fundIng 10 the Slales.
Table 2.217 1l1l11J11al'iu: approprialionslO tne libnuy prog11llIllO date.

Each state is required to develop its own priorities and guidelines for grant allocation
based on those outlined in the LSTA legislation. Tbe State library administrative agency is the
lIdministrator of these fundol directing them to statewide services or awarding sub·grants to
libraries within the stale. All types of libraries qualify for LSTA funds excepl federal or for
profillibraries. The following highlight basic program requirements:"

• Minimum allotmenl for each state is S34O,000 with remainder on a per capila basis:
• 4% of the funds may be: used for state-level administration:
• One-third matching required from nonfederal, state, or local sources;
• Maintenance of cITon (MOE) on state-level ClIpcnditures for similar purposes. l1le

al1olmtntlO the state is reduced by V. MOE less than the average of lhe last th~ years.
A State library lJ1lIy reqUesl a wal\'er of MOE for excepllONII or uncontrollable
cin:umstanCC's;

• SubmiSllion by the State libfary admln1Str1ltive agency of a five-year $Ulte plan lIlId
IIS5Ul'lI1'ICC5 1D the dlm:1Or orJMLS. Plan requin:tnel'1ts and assurances are $IImmarized in
Appendix A. Highlighl.'l Include: ~,sions 1D the: $Ulte plan are allo.....ed (5Ubmined by
Apnl I of the flSl:al yeM precedmg the fiscal year for wbicb the changes are to take
effect); the: plan must be publicly available; lIlId be developed With libBryllibnry user

"'1'''''
• BTOIIdIy .epcc:scnWivc stale advlSOfY council pamincd, not required: and
• Independent cvaluauonfreport required prior 1D the end of the five-year illite plan.

The Slate libnlry is the usual admlDlSU'lIlor of these funds, dlfCC1lDg them to klcaI public libraries
within the stale.

" Ancmblcd from IMLS 1ft.. n:1co.1Cl1IId IMLS i1affpc<lO<Ull communwi<lOl.
"From !he 5.JWV LST.t Pl~~for 19'98·]OO]1IId IMLS 'lJotTp:nonal CQmmun~.1I0'"
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LSTA G,.,,,,tJ 10 Sllll~ Librl",'~"daWorts III life 1.«111 Pilblic I.i"'". WW

The dl5Uibution of LSTA Grants to SUIte Library Agencies funds by !he Stale library 10
local li~ may be lkJn£ In a 'lInety of "'11)'5. Roughly twenty lIales divllk the l.STA funds
reo::ei,"ed. ,n 1'4'0 ways; swewide library programs and via eomptClt,,"e snnts 10 libnmn. In
many of these states. aboul halfof !he LSTA funds ~ived. JO 10 statewide library prognuns and
the other half to compeliu,·c granl.'110 libnne:s. SUllewide LSTA imuali,·es 1m' announced by the
State libl1lf)' using a variety of mechamsms including: direct mail, State libnuy sponsored
liSISCTV, conferences and worUhops and by phone.

Geneml requirements to participate may include being eligible to reo::cive state aid. Ollen
the State library will assist publie libraries to meet additional requirements if necessary.
Competitive granlS are awarded once II year on an annual basis, in general. The Stale liblllry
will identify areas of inlerest, develop applicalion fonru; and procedures and alen local libraries
regarding compelitive granl availability.

The Unl'·ersal Service fund was created in 1993 10 enillre Lhal all Americans could
afford tekpbonc: seMees. Local and kmg-dJstanec telephone ~Ie$ must contribute 10 the
fund. The purpo$C of the: fund was broadmed wilh It:gislalJOCl In 1996. The Stboob and
Libraries Umvel$al Service FUDd, commonly kDown as the WE_rlte.- becaJnc, law in Febroary
1996 as pat! of Publk law 104-104, the Tela:ommunicatioll$ Act of 1996 (TCA). The 1996
lcg.islalion built on the goals of !he 1934 Communications Act "t() mah available, so far Q,J

pQSSible, to all tiI~ people of tile U"il«l SlalU, a rapid, ~.fflCicl/ Mtion·"ide. and world-"ide
,,'ire and radio CQmmllllicalilHl sen'ia witll adeqUllI~ facilities at rNSOIIable cltargu. ••

Tllc TCA provided for a range of sweeping reforms of the telecommunications industry.
Equally imponant, however, .....ere the provisions of the legislation that provided a policy basis
for the promotion of Universal Service as pan of the National Information Infrastructure (Nil).
The TCA set into legislation the notion of universal scrvice for the networked environment. That
is, the TCA shiftod the debate from lelephorn: services 10 nelwork services being "core" services
to whieh eitiT.cns should have access through the universal service principles prescmod in se<:tioo
254b of the legislation:

• QUlilly IItd nltes: Quality services should be available al just. reasonable.. and
alTonbble rates.

• Aceess CO Idun«'d sen1ett: AC0CS5 to Idunccd tciccommun1callOllS and infonnatjon
seMees dlould be prondcd 10 all rep;lllS oftbe Nation..

• AettU In r"llnll Ind ~igh COSI Ireu: Consumc:rs in all region! of the Nation, inc:ludlO&
Iov.-lnc:orne COIlSWDCB and those In rural. insular, and high cost areas.1bouId have KCCSS
10 tdecO!llmunicalioos and mfOl1Nllion 9C'fVi<.:n , , , that lie reasonably comparable 10
those serviccs pro,ided in urban IIIU$ and thaI lie availlble at rates wtlle reasonably
COTDpamble to rates e1larged for similar services in urban 1reaS,

,. n.c.-. lu.ve been I nwnbcr of odlcr F...n1C eVllllltlon sn>dies ...,. lIIIK"'focally focused on libranCli indlldllli
CarvIn (2000), FAlliNC (t999). and Puma, n aI. (2000).

McClure, Ryan, and llenol " JlllUIf)' 2002



• t:;qullable arid nondi!ICrimioatory ceDlribudons: All providers of ICkcommuniatioos
ieMce5 should make aD equitable and l'IOI'HIiscriminalOry contribuuon to the
preservation and advancement of univenal service.

• Access to ad.... need telecommunltyllons ser\'lces for school~, health care, and
lIbrarl.es: Elementary and secondary 5I:hools and clasSJOOll1$. heallh Cll~ providers. and
libraric:ll should bne access to -'\~ lelecommunicatlOrlS services I:S described In

.subscchon (b).
• Addillonal principles: Such other principles as the Fcdernl-Slute Joint Board and the

Commission detcrminc are necessary and appropriate for the protection of the public
inta"e5L oomeniencc, and necessity and are consistent with this Aa.

In ils May 1997 ruling. the Federal Communications Comm15sion (FCC) and Joint Board added
the principle of Technology Neutral. The intent of this principle is for the universal se.....ice
process of the FCC and Joint Board not 10 promole Ihe attainment of univenal service through
any putlGllar telecommumcation IC<:bnokJgIes.

To promote access to the Internet, the universal scrvice provision of the TCA specifically
directed the FCC 10 creale a disoounl structure for telecommunications services for 5I:hools.
libraries. and nrral health care institulions. Buc:d on the bt1*! principles established by the
TCA. the FCC issued Its final unh·asal $CTVicc ruk making In May 1997. In this roling (Federal
Communications Commission, 1997, Section X), the FCC created the following:

• S2.25 bIllion annual Universal Service Fund (USF) for schools and libl'vics and a
• Telecommunications discount structun: ranging from 2(1"/..90"..... for telecommunic.uons

services. The discount nile a school or library can ~\·e depends on the percc1Itage of
studcnts eligible for the national school luneh program at the nearest school and its
urbanIroral location. See Table 2.4 Schools aod Libraries Discount Mamx below for the
dlscounll1llcS.

The universal serviee provisions of tbc TeA. and the FCC implementation of those provisions,
alll aimed specifically at increasing the level or connectivity of schools and libraries to the
Intemet. In doing so, the FCC established thai M~M connectivity (those iu:ms which will
receive discounts) includes IClocommumcations SCTVlCCS (1'.&., leased-lines). inlemal connoctions
(e.g" routers, modems, cabling for buildiogs) and Internet IICCCSS. The FCC created the Schools
and Libraries Corporation (SLC), now renamed the Schools and Library Division (SLD)
<hup;//www.sl.universalservicc.OI.JV.>.looversccthe USF implementation.

With the passage of the Tdceommumcations Act of 1996 (rCA) and the Federal
Communications Commission's subsequent implemenlation or tile E-l'1lte, the Universal Service
fund was expanded in 1997 to suppon leletOll1JT\unications !ICl'Vices at 5I:hools and libraries. l1Ie
E.....IC program provides all public and private 5I:hoob and Iibnrics (and certain consoma of
ehgible lDstituhons) di!lCOUlllcd access 10 affordable commercial lelecommumcations set'Vices.
Internet DCcesS and inlCmal nctWort. connections. Discounts nlnge from 20 peree!1t to 90 percent,
dependinll on economic need and 10000tion (urban or rural).

"



BriefProgram Hislory

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC), following passage of the 1996
legislation, established the Fedcral-State Joint Board on Universal Service to obtain public input
On how the program should be operated. The FCC adopted the Boord's recommendations after
much debate between industry and representatives of schools and hbr.lries. A principal
recommendation of the Boord was the creation of the Schools and Libraries Corporation (SLC)
to implement the program. The SLC opened the first period of E-rate applications on January 30,
1998, Ttteiving more than 30,000 applications involving requests for a toml of more than 52
billion.

GTE, BellSouth, and SBC Communications filed lawsuits (later consolidated into a
single legal proceeding) in 1998 seeking to block implementation of the E-rate by the FCC. The
litigants claimed that the E-rate represented an illegal tax because phone companies were forced
against their will to pay into the Universal Service Fund, and that the FCC had unfairly excluded
Internet providers from paying into the Fund. This debate soon spilled over into Congress with
members charging that the FCC had exceeded its authority by creating a private corporation to
administer the E-rate, and raising concerns about the inclusion of internal building wiring among
services that would be eligible for E.mte ~ubsidies. Subsequently, AT&T, MCL and Sprint
began charging customers a "universal ser....ice.. fee on their phone bills setting off increased
Congressional and public debate o....er the E-rate. The Consumers Union and the Cons"mer
Federation of America joined the opposition claiming the E-rate represented an "unfair price
hike" for consumers. At the same time, the General Accounting Office (GAO) released a report
concluding that the FCC had indeed violated the 1945 Government Corporation Control Act by
establishing a corporation without explicit Congressional approval.

The fCC's response to the controversy was to announce in June 1998 that it would scale
back the planned funding cap from 52.25 billion to S1.9 billion, and would spread the fundinll
over a longer "first year" period of 18 months, thereby extending it through June 1999. The
lengthening of the time period was also intended to align the E-rate with the regular school year.
Concurrently, the General Accounting Office (1998, 1999) issued reports criticizing the
management oversight of the program. GAO's criticisms led to the fCC's decision to abolish the
SLC and to create the new School and Libraries Division (SLD) as part of the Universal Service
Administrati ....e Company (USAC). The net affect of this for public libraries was twofold. It
delayed receipt of any E-rate discounts (indeed, Year 1 discounts did not actually reach libraries
and schoob until 1999), and it causcd many libraries to ha....e to re-negotiate with vendors the
fees for discounted services d"e to the lag time between discount applications and actual awards.
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SlD issued the fint ...-ave of E-rale eonunitments In November 1998. E-rate applicauOllS
III Year 2 lrocreascd by 7 percelll Year I of the prognm. 1k1lSouth and SUC WIthdrew from the
fcdcml lawsuit, lcaving only GTE as a litigant The S'" Circuit Court of Appeals in July 1999
rduscd to uphold GTE's complaint, and the U.S. Supreme Court refused to hear the litigant'S
appeal in May 2000. lbc SlD anoounc:ed plans to fully fund the second round of apphcauons In

OctobC'r 1999. The Year 3 apphcauons eJlcccdcd the combined requests from Ihc fint two yean
ofprogmm openltions. Table 2.3 summarizcs library participation inlhe E-rate progr1Im.2(I

Table 2.3 Ubrln' Partid Ition in [-rale Pru 'rani.
r....I.V..r T"I.III fA • "r LIb.....,· ". T.I" f.- T•• % .",.nI'"........ ..,.,... .....". n' ...-a....... "" ........

'Olal ...'.nlnI I'b....n..
• IkulOT_. 25,930 4.705 11.15% SI,66billioa S68.ISSJ81 3.\0%1'1__

T_' 29,961 4,146 IS...... S2.0~thorl S6T..2JS.~ 3.06'11__

T_' 26.324 "'" 11.12% $2.lbilhon S65,1S3.162 3.12%
1il~J

Nev.' regulations under the Children'. Inu:mC1 Prolection Act (CIPA) and the
Neighborilood Inlernet ProtlXTion ACT (NCIPA)IT were proposed and wen: aboullo go into effect
for tbose receiving E-n1le funding .1 tile lime of the sile visits for Ibis study. lbc revised
rcCUlatioD! l'ajuircd those receiving E-me funding 10 have in pI.ce an Internet lIlIC policy and
have IIISIaIled filten on Intemel worbtations. The pi......,sed federal requirement genemcd
widespread debate ill the library eommunily.

Table 2.422 summaril:CS lhe E-n1le discount based on poveny level lind localion. Eligible
libraries may receive discounts on eligible telecommunication services ranging

from 20 pm:cnl to 90 perttIIt. ckpendlllg on economIc need lUId loc.alion (urban or I\lral). lbc
SLD bases the level oflibrary discount (i.e., 1ilmlries pay less than markel cosllO obtain eligible
equipment and services) on the povcny le...el of the library', !>Chaol disaict. The SLD bases the
level of Jdlool diSOOUllI on the percentage of students eligible for participation In the NatlOl'W

• Doll lira.." &om Universal S<Tvicc Administraltve Comp.ny. (2000). F\lI'IdmI commitmmU by nnllun
PM'" IUd entiIy Iype. A-J~. p. 3•. <IoIl:pJIWWW....uv~.(q.~.SU.1m .......
0000pI_ IlI'1pc (2000).

21 The CIIi!dren'1 InlC:nIel r"Jl«bOO' Art (orA) IIld the N",phrlobood Intemd I'rotcctIOll Art (NeIrA) "'..,."
Incorpontal. ,nto • major spend,n. b,1l (ItR. 4S17) on December IS. 2000 oJ\d $iW"'d by tbt Pn::sitkot ""
Dcccmllc:r 21, 2000 (p.LI06-S5<I). 11M: Acu n::sInCI _ of LSTA. Tille III of tbc F..lcmo:a..,._ SccoDdIry
""'_ Art, mel E.-.~ F..- r..na.r..rom..a.. .... Ai_ .... lJlnry A...o-. (AlA). W........
on-..... aPA .t NeirA ~. <2IIIp.ilwww.abuq/apW\qtIlabon.html>melALt..orA..-elI ••1e.

<hupJI........,.....<q!e'paI> and Wiocon.m Dcr-u"cnlofl"llblic Inwuerion. (2002).
Z> From Se/tool.< ANi Llbroria U"'-...I~ FMItd E·rak file' ~NN,. <hnpJ............cd.JovlTochnolotYl
cnlefaeu.lItmI>.



School LWlch Program or other fedt:rally approved alternative mechanisms conTained in the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

Table 2.4. Schools lind Liburics Discount Matrix
How Disadvanta cd? Discount Lenl

'Y. of <toMnt' ~IIIlThT. foe tho Urban I}lscount Lcvel Rural Discount Lc,'cl
Rlltlonal..,hoollulI<h ,."
Less than 1% 2oo!o 25%
1%-19% 4oo!o 5oo!o
2oo/. - 34·;' 5oo!o 60%
35% - 49% 60% 7oo!o
5OO/. - 74% Boo!o 8oo!o
75% - 100% 90% 9()'10

Eligible libraries may panieipaTe as pan of multiple E-rate applications and can apply for
discounts as pan of a consortium. A consortium may include bolh eligible and ineligible (private,
for~profit) entities thai are not entitled to a discount. Ineligible members of a consonium may
benefit from lower pre-discount prices from market aggregation. Consortia members may benefit
from aggregating demand. better ability TO negotiate lower prices, improved efficiency, shared
infrastructure and technical suppon.

SLD disburses E-rate discounl paymenTs directly TO the vendors providing technology or
services to the approved libraries (and consortia). The vendor payments discount the bill charged
to the librnry, The payments can pay for the following types of service: commercial
telecommunications services (basic local and long-distance phone services). imernal connections
(including installation of equipment to provide network wiring within library buildings), and
InTerneT access. lbe largest share of E-raTe funds, 58 pereent, supported the acquisiTion of
equipmenT and services for internal building connections, while 34 percent supported
telecommunications services, and eight percent supported the cost of Internel access (Puma,
Chaplin & Pape, 2000, p. xi). Discounts cannot pay for computer hardware, software and staff
lraining.

Even if a library is eligible, it may not be funded in any given funding year due to overnH
funding shortfalls. Funding dcrisions by the SLD nrc made in waves within each fundin¥-cycle
beginning with those institutions eligible for lhe highest discounts and with the most basic
services (e.g., basic telephone). Waves of funding continue until all requests are met or until the
budget is depleted. The SLD prioritizes applications based on the level of discount (higher
discounts arc given higher priority) and the type of services requested. Foe example, of those
libraries requesting internal connections (i.e., connections within libraries and to workstations) in
Year 1, SLD funded only those eligihle libraries with discounts of70 percent and above.
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£-rtll" Appliallion P'rocus

The E-ralc applicalion process consists of sO; basic: steps thaI all panicipanlS mUSI follow:

I. ~p"r". ,«",,01010' plllll thlll m,,"'s SI.D criuritl. The SLD rules require the libraty de'l..elop
a three-year technology plan 10 address: How Informallon technology can nelplibranes achlf!\.·e a
vision for lIll improved libnlly? What1ClecommuDlc:atiOf\$ services. hardware, soft",are. facility
upgrades. maintenance, and suppon 5f!l'VK:es ",,;]] librarif!ll need 10 reach therr goals? How will
library staff learn to usc: networked information technologies for improved library services? In
addition to the share of discounted services. how will the lilnry pay for computen.. lTIIining.
software. and suppon services thaI the E-rate docs nollX)vef'? How will libranes know if the
infomwion technology investment is helping thcm reach their goals for libraty service?
Libraries must also cenify that lhey have funds budgeted and approved 10 meet the,r liRancial
obligations 10 pay for tnc: ~non-discounled" portkm of their requested Sf!T\'ices and 10 pay for the
other componenlS, set oot in their technology plans. for lhe current funding year.

2. Submit " ~Form 470 R"fueJ/ for Sm';U$." The application, submitted either in papc:t' form
or to the SLD web site, notif>es the SLD of the services and/or equipment requestC(! by lhe
libnry. T1'lm: are sc:partle annual funding cycles allowing a 75-90 day window for the
submission ofFonn 4705.

3. Co/l«t bilh f",m .Y!ndors IJnd ulu' IWlltrr.!l 'hroug" IJ comJH!litilY! biddj"g JIIOCf!:JS. The
Form 470 submission starts. 28-day competitIve bidding period. Libraries musl wail alleal! 28
days from the dale oflbe Form 470 before signing any contract or making other arrangc:mc:olS for
new services. Libnrid must follow their regular slate or local competitive bidding processes or
time frames.

4. 5Mb",i, ,, -F_ 471,~ Orl/ud Illld CerfificatiDIl." Applicants file. Form 471 to
apply for E-rnte discounlS after servke providers have been selected and contracts signed. This
form may be: filed as SOQIlIl the "window" for submission is opened by Ihe SLD.

5. ReceilY! lloojiCfJtioll from SLD Ilf IJppro.Y!d llC<{ui$ftion$. 'The SLD issues • Funding
Commllmc:nl Decision Letter after rev,cw ofthc Form 471 applieauon. This lcueT tells applicants
the level of E-ratc funding allocated for E-l'IIlexhgible services. 'The SLD approves each
requested service individually and assigns each a Fullding Request Number. The SLD also
notilies vendors of the approved funding commitmc:nl.

6. l",pI,,-m,,-'" se.n-ku. The SLD disburses funds direct.ly 10 the vcndor5 afta' the libnty recri\'cs
its conlnletcd equipment~ services.

See the SLD web site <http://www.sl.universalservice.org!SLC> for funher informatIOn on
program opttIItiom and the application process.

l1ICf'C ha\'e been a number of evaluations of the E-rate program for scbonls including
Benlon Foundation (2000, 2001), Congressional Research Service (1999), EdLiNC (1m a and
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b), General ACCO\Inting Office (GAO) (1998, 1999), and the Urban Institute for me U.S,
Department of Education (2001, 2001 a),

The study Ieam, in COIlJWlClIOll ....'ilh the Ammcan Library A.wxlatlOII". Office of
InflllTll3uDn Technology Pohey (OITP). analyzed F-rate data provlded by the Schools and
Library Division (SLD) of the Universal Service AdminiSlJ'lItive Compally (USAC) to:

• Receive a usable E-nte data set for the analysis relevant 10 this sludy;
• Undentand the eoruJtruetion of the: data""se tables provided the study learn by SLD;
• Run the analyses: and
• Verify the findings WIth both SU>lUSAC SlIIT and E-nte data posted on the SLD .....eb

sIte <http://www.sl.umversalserviee.orgl>,

In the end. the process of obtaining pennission to receive me data, negotiating the types of daLa
desired for analysis purposes. clarifying the contents of the data tables, and verifying the results
evolved over. period of21 months (January 1999 through October 2001)..ll

For analysis JllllpOSeS. the study tearn sought basic E·rate data to lIlISwer. number o[key
Questions. 11le study team developed the research Questions based on the following: ongoing
discussions with lhe ALA E·Tllte Task Force members; a key E-ratc data fornm conducted by the
E·rate Task Force in January 1999. at which representatives from a number of data gathering
agencies wen: prc:senl (National Tda:ommunicauons Information Agency. U.S. Departmenl of
Fdl'CI'Mll, and the Nuiooal Cornmisston on LibRnes aDd Information Science, to name a few):
and. key library and policy individuals bowledgeable aboot data needs and the F·rate program.

Ba>ed on thil process, the sludy team developed inilially the following sct of data
llTLBlysis questions for the E-nlle dala:

• W1uII an: the diKOUllI alT1lOUll15 by stale that libraries Ta(ucstcd imtially and recci,'cd
fmally?

• W1uIt is the total amount, by .tate, of discount dollars Ta(lICSlcd but denied by the
libraries?

• What are the types ofeligible services, by stale, that libraries requested for discounts?
• What is the disbursement of dollars.. by state, ~lative 10 the percentage of library outlets

within the: slale serving an area ..... Ith higb poverty le\els?

As discussed in lbe sectIOn below, it was DOt possible to lIlllIwer all of Ihe above questions with
the data provided the study team by SLD,

"Readrrs $hQu1d DOte WI USAC ill. privato, lIOII.prolil oomc-y and thcrefon: doct not make its e...te dato M:tJ

I ...iloblc 10 Iho publio. Tho Federal CIlmIlIlIIlICIl ..... Comm.uoa (FCC) irl1l1llly allN'lhed bodIlhe ScIlools ond
Litnry~ II> ........... the E..- opp~ pn>cas ... llSAC 10 ......01...... Ibc E..- po""...
II'Vl:IllIl lkS<:hmk_ t.ibnncaCUOpte.....................~ -' t.ibnnca Dr..-,xIh(USAC, lk
~ Ir:Im, tlIrou&h AlJ\'. OIT1', btg' I""" 10~ Kka""" E-rIlC oppt_".. lIlrouah RqUeIU 10 \be
'CC.
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The data received and analyled art for E-l1Ile years lwo and thrtt. Based 1)[1 \"lIriOUS
interviews and data coll~l;on activities oonducled by the study leam. lhe consensus was thai
Year I E·rale data was problcmalic in gcnc11l1 and refl~lcd differenl application forms than
years lwO Ind three in particular, thus not proIoiding comparable dala. Abo,.t tbc: IllTlC: thai this
study began the data seeking process. E-rale year 4 had nOI begun. nor had II oompleted by the
time of rteeipt of the dat•. On:rall. therefore. the data provide. very limited view of library E
l1IlC diSCQUnl1l for E-l1Ite yean IWO and Ihree. The Sludy tearn stresses thai these are E-l1Ile year
data. Previous data sel1l prov,,:Ied the study team wcre E-rate data by C<l/e"da,. year. Analysis on
sueh data would mill E-rate year funding, as E-l1Ite funding yean; Clll5SCd calendar yean; m most
~~.

There are. number of factors that readers should CQr\$ider \loMe revK:wing tbc: data tabla
that appear in Appe!ldlJl 0:

• E-l1Ile data reside within a very comp1o. MlCI'l)5Oft Access database. Withm that
database:. there are a number ofdata tables. The study team requested cenain types of E
Tate application-based data (e.g., inilial discounts. rcttived di5COtJnts. servicc5l'al~ed.
stale, library/school designation, to name • few) and SLD provided tbc: Iables thoughl
most .pptoptiate to the data requested..
);- When. request is made by an outside party for some portlOO of thai dati it is not

always. simple mailer of eXlnICting a few tables, pulling tbem on a CD and
delivering them 10 the client. Many tables in a systan like this have oomplca
linkagel' 10 olhcr tables, and simply ignonng these connections can resuh in the
resean:hcr drawing wrong conclusiOlls based on elTOne<lUS data. Indeed, the tables do
not have a common set of applicant information against which 10 link or analyze. As
soch, analyzing the dati required. number of dala ql.lllhty ebecks and COfRCIlotlS to
CII$llre ac:cul1ltc analysis. The: study learn. wilh the assistance of SLD/USAC slaff.
conducted ql.llllily asSl:$SnleflIS to alsure as reliable analysiJ as possible. Still, there
may be some differences with SLD·providcd llDalysis \"CI1>US thaI presented here.
Appendia B provides complete deSC"riptiOllS ofda!a !abies rel:eivcd by the study team.

• It is diflkult for resean:1leTs 10 analyze 1M number of requcsts for funding that. state
generales. For example, a state may decide that il is going to make a small number
funding requests for a larger number oflilmuies while anotber state may decide that each
library is 10 make requests on its own. They may be equaUy SUCttSSful in acquiring
funds. hul n is difflCUitlo tell how many entities are affectcd.

• 1lle dall are estimates of library application and discount data. Scbools. libnncs, or
schoolflibrary consortta (including stale libraries and state-wide networks) can apply for
discounts. Due to the oons!nlclioD of the data files. il is nol posIlible to i!lOlate libmy
discounts within the scboolflibrary consortia QlCgoty without reviewing each oonsortia
.ppliQUon form. As such, the analysis presented focu!ICS on the library applicltllt
category OIIly. This likely underreporu overall library E-Olte discounl1l ra;ci"ed., as it is
1101 known how many libraries panicipate 10 the consortIa.
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• The SLD datahase does contain a "building code" variable in which Department of
Education school facility codes sometimes appear. There is no entry for libraries,
howcvcr. As such, the National Center for Education Statistics library codes used by the
Federal-State Cooperative Systcm (FSCS) to identify specific public library systems and
outlets do not exist in the database. Thus. it was not possible to properly identify
applicant libraries and cross the E-rate data with other existing public library data (e.g.,
poverty such as used by Berlot and McClure, 2000, to dctermine Internet connectivity by
geocodcd library outlets), The study tcam could not, therefore, conduct library-based
povenyanalysis.

• The process of requesting E-ratc funds can be quite lengthy in many cases. When a
decisiun is made to coordinate the application process within a state, there can be many
ruunds of meetings to decide which groups will be involved. Will it be just libraries
within a county'! Will a group of counties coordinate logether? Will the State library
system coordinate for the entire slate'! Will a school system be involved? Will a library
join with a group of schools? There are many possibilities to consider and planning
meetings to coordinate. Once an application strategy is adopted and submitted, separate
applications for the funding of services begins. Again, there are a number of different
strategies possible to follow.

All of th,s is to point out that E-rate funding requests can take a considerable amount of
time and resources to implement. Added to this timeline is the time it takes for
applications to be reviewed and accepted at the national leveL This elongated timeline
can lead to inaccuracies or misleading analysis when snapshot copies of the E-rate
database arc extrneted and analyzed. There are status codes to help the researcher know
where in the process a panicular request is, but they are not always easy TO use when
overall analysis is needed. For example, if an entire (large) library sysTCtn applied and
their application was sent in near the application deadlines, and delays were encountered
due TO technical problems wiTh The paperwork, an analytical look at E-raTe data carty in
the funding year may have given a very different picture than one month later.

• Finally, without the study team having a method for acquiring a Thorough undersTanding
of how the E-rate database is constructed, iT is dillieult to know what kinds of questions
can be asked and answered accurately through analysis of E-rate data. It may be easy to
evaluate the application forms and know the procedures for applying for E-rate sClVices
and formulate qucstions and hypotheses, bUT wiThOUT knowing how Thc applications are
stored and processed in the databases, it is difficult to know if it is possible to extract
accurate evaluations.

While there are other issues ThaT The study team encountered with the E-rate data, the above are
key.

Readcrs should note That the above issues reflect a learning cUlVe encountered by the
study team while negotiating for E-rate data and once in receipt of the data. USAC and SLD
staff provided assistance and suppon to the study team in its atTempt to Wlderstand the daTabase,
individual data tables, and data linkages.

McCture, Ryan, and Benot " January 2002



First, a note on why thoc numbers presented arc COTTeCt in thoc awegate, Out breakdown at
tbe state le"el The data tables that the study team reca,'ed from SLD identified the applicanu
by !heir applicant type: school. libnuyllibrary consortium, or consortium, l1le study team did
nOl receive the tables that identified individual members of multi-type consortia. so could nOl
idClltify libraries within those applicant types tbat recewed E-rate limding. As a rc:sult, the study
team ooly analyzed E-rate data for the libraryJ1ibraty oonsoruum applicant type. In domg so, the
study team generated aggregate E-rnte discounts received by libraricsllibrnry oonsonia quite
similar to those reponcd by SI.D.u However, this doe!! not present the full pictLirc of what
librancs n:oci"e in terms of E-rate discounts. Many libraries are included m applications
submitted by mLlIII-l)'pe consortia or as part of school E-rate appliC>llions. Two examples
illustrate this:

• MOREnd (Missoun Research and Education NC1work, hnp;//www.more.neI}iJi.multi-type
consortium that operates in Missouri, It has members - both school and
library - that qualify for E-n1tc discounts and, as such, ilIbmits applications for these

quahfying insunuions. Conespondmce with Tony Waung (Program DiTCC'lol" and member
of the ALA E·rate Task Force) mdicates that an additional
5756,423.20 in Year 2 and 51,350.034.09 in Year 3 attributable to Missouri libraries were
received. lbese E·rate benefits were nOl rcnected in the study team's analysis of
libratyl\ibr&l'y consortia E-nte discounts. Why? These addiuonal dol1an are contained
within the consortium sel of data 10 which the study team did no! have access. The study
team would need to know who belongs to the consortium and separate out library members.

• TEACH WISCONSIN is a state K·12 and libnuy neno.'OT'ring agency thal flks a stateWide E·
ntte applicatioo for telecommunications line discounts for 700+ K-12 !9Chools and libmies in
the state of Wisconsin. Again. it apJlCllB in the coltsOrtium data table, as this is a multi-type
CIItity that $Upplies telecommunications sc:rvice.s to both sclloolll and libraries.
CorTespondcoce with Robert Bochn (Libmy Technology Consultant at the WisconSin
Department of Public Inslruction, Stale Division for Libraries) indicates that the IllllOUnt of
the discoLint for E·rate year 3 is $481,0(N). However, it is unclear. and liktly not
ascertainable. to determine how much of the discount apphcs to libnries as distinct from
schools.

ThUs, the above illLlstnltes the more modest difficulties in using the SI.D data received by the
study team to portray &cclIflI1ely E-ntc dala at tbc state 1e>~1.

.. N<lCe thaI !he IIctuaI fi""" rt:pOft«l for Year 2 by SLD i, ~.234,957.44 <tee
hllp:f/www.sl.\IIlIYonltscmcc.orgl~2InaOonaI .....). """'4*td 10 Ibc 564.995,723.51 repoo1<d by Ibc SllIdy
_., -'ysos. for V_ J. SLD f<'llO'1J S66J)0t.1l5 14. -..-04 10 566,090,)2.'-62 ,."...lUI by Ibc -.ty_',
1lnI1yIo1.

"



To facilitatc reading lhe data tables presented in Appendix 8, the study team pTeSt."llts the
key findings from lis analysis of E-rale data here. The findings arc Il!Iled by table number as
folio.....,:

• Tables 8.1 and 8.2, E-rote yt;"U1'$1 (Inti J hbrruy fUlUiing rommlfll'd. OVCT1lI1, lIbranes
in lhe Slales and lerrilories receivcd approximately $65 million in funding commitmcnls
during E-rate year 2 and S66 million in funding comrnitrnenls in E-mc year 3. In terms
of sheer- commiunenl total!. N"" Yorl< and Georgia r-ecewed the most In conumtmenls
for both E-rak yC:IB, Wlth N"" York rKei''tng $12,164.440 In E-~e Year 2 and
$15,439,444 in Year 3. Georgia recei,'ed 56,732,990 in Year 2 and $5.298,414 in Year 3.
,. Georgia remained relalively successful when lhese commitments are viewed as a per

capita ralio. Per capita spending in E-rale Year 2 ranged from a low of $0.024 (New
MCllico) to a high ofSO.M2 (Puerto Rico). For E·rate Year 3, per capita spending
ranged from a low ofSO.014 (South Dakou) 10 $1.171 (Pueno Rico). The SIlMJy team
used 2000 census data 10 delermlllC the esllmaled percaPlta cornnutrnenlS,

• Tabk'S 8,3 and 8.4, E-rotc requested amounts and committed amaums for years 11m and
three, In Ycar 2, almost 80"~ of library E-rate discount requests received funding (nearly
$82 million in requests and approximately 565 million in commiunents), In Year 3 lhat
nwnber dlOppoo 10 61% (oearly $109 milliol'l in requests and apJll'OlIimately S66 miJ1iofl
in CQnUIIitmenlS). Hawaii only Rtti,·oo II~ of the funds they ongmally as!<oo for in Eo
nile Year 2, but 79% the following year. Mississippi received almost everything they
requested in Year 2 (99.5%) and received 77% oflheir Year 3 requests. Delaware led all
stales by receiving 97% of their requests in Year 3, having m:eivedjust68% the previous,=.
)0 A number of (actor"i can contribute 10 !be vanabon in requested and commilled.

discouolS. These can include libmies applying for inellgll>le E-rate discount Ilems
and impropeTly filed SLD E-rale forms. Other factors exist, thus, the study team
eannot poinl 10 any systemalic factON that contribule 10 the discrcpancia between
library diJcount ~uests and final commitmenl from SLD.

w Tabla 8.5 aad B,6, Total E-rate dollan requested but dmied funding for years 1.....0 and
three. (h·erall, SLD denied 1,692 E-ralC dlscounl requests for a tOUI of $11,756,290.43
in E-mtc Year 2 and 1,972 reqUestli for a total of $29,942,471.16 in E-nttc Year 3. The
Year 2 per capita denial average was SO.042 and climbed to $0.106 in Year 3. There was
lID approximak 4.5% increase in applications for funds in Year 3. but a 15% increase In

denials.
~ In Year 2, Michigan was dmiod funding for 72 of its ~uests which ..·eraged to.

$0.175 per capilli denial ntk, the highest for that year,
.. Califomia, lhe nation's most populous state, had a $0,012 per capita denial rate in

Year 2 and slipped 10 a $0.065 rale!be following year.
• Tabla B,7 through B.10, Types ofE-ru./e unicufwrJ~. The most ~uesloo type of

servkc in virtually every Slate in both yean twO and lhree .....as teleeomrnunication
serviec.'s (phone bills), Dedicated $eniCQ is a sub-calegory of internal coonections
through whieh the funding request specifically eannarkcd thc funds for a panieular
library or group of libmies and did not cover the entire set of enlities on the original
applicalion.



" llJeTc W3.'I a significmt drop in the requests for intmlal COMecrions from Yell" 2 10
Yellf 3. indi~ting lItat many of the: libraries !wi used pnor year funds 10 get theIr
buildings set up. and were now primarily using funds for connections.

" Combinill& the dedicated sen.·ices and internal e~tion categories in Year 2
reveals a IoUI of 3.081 funded requests for these services compared to only 323 in
Year 3. an almost 90 percent drop (see rabIes 13.9 and 8.10).

Furttler details can be examined in Appendix R.

Prt:liminary USACJSLP E-nuc Data AnalylilS Summary

There is a lll1'l!:e amount ofdata reponed In !be tables presented in AppendIX B. (h'eRl1. the
data tables suggest lhat:

• Librvics recei\'ed between 61% and 80% of lheir requested discounts for E-rate years
two and three. though II is not clear as 10 the reaso," for the denials:

• Libnaries r«:e1yed IIJ"OUDd 3% of the lotal E·rale discounts for years two and three
(according to SLD dala on the SLD web sile <http://www.sl.uniyersalserviee.orgl
fundinglyJ/national.asp>.

• States vary in their success al attaining E·nte discounts fTOm year to year and on a per
capita basis. It is nollhc case. in general. thatillfger states reo::eive more E-rate di5OOllDts.
Indeed many smaller Slates (85 measured by population) .re successful in their E-rate
discount applical10ns on a per capita basis.

The tables Ilso mdicate a variation in E·rate applications by Stales, E-rate dIscounts committed
by SUles. and the types of services for whieh libraries applied Ihrough their E-rate applications.
Spocinc variations can be identified by reviewing individual tables and states.

Bill &: l\1dinda Gates FoundllMln. U.s. Library Program

The Bill & Mehnda Oltes Foundation U.S. Library Program
<http://www.galesfoundation.OfgfIibJ.lriesluslibrar)-pmgnmldefault.hlm> began in 199'i3 WIth
the goal of expanding public llCCCSS to computers, the Internet and digital infonnation in State
library certified public librvies that sc.....e low. income commuDilies. The program has made
gl'llnts 10~ than 6,600 libntnes m the Uniled Stales. installed more than 28,000 PCs and
Ir....ed 8.100 librarians as ofNoyembcr 2001 spending $109.141. 929.11 The goal was to reach
10.000 Iibnuies in SO states by the end of2003 with. lOla! in~-estmenl of$250 nnllion dollll"ll.-n

'" Thil is ... out""""" or Micmton', "Li........ Onh...t" propam tim owud in tWS 10 bring~ _ to
\he~ dttouP pubhc libtw>os.
• From (dies wrlI pqc: hnp;Jlwww..-b.od.h..~.-.-cIrlaultl.lllmMoaoaol'I~
<XIIllnllunoG '1 probIbly IIOl i""hoded in 1Il1i1Olal_
" BiU .l M...,. GodeI F~ U_S. Libnry Pmtnm. (2001. Fmn.-y 21). PnsI ...1I/lOl<',
<lmp:J/'WWW.plelb,ndl_~It:I""'"I'''PRJJIdcl-)S2>.

" -'''''



The Gates Foundation grouped the S\lIles into four rounds of funding and
implemenlation.lI Two of !he SUItes particIpating in lbe JlIe visit ponion of the presenl 5tudy.
FIonda and MIChigan, received Gates funding In !he second round. l1le other- study partK"tpanlS,
CoIOlll(\() and Pennsylvama. m: m the lI11rd round of fundmg and implemenlalion getting
uooer....ay now. l1le program hu evolyed oyer time Incorporating lessons learned ....hile
implementing each round of the grants.Z\I

The program had a l'A"0-5tep apphauon process. First. the State library completes an
apphation thaI includes k\entlliealion of kl'(l\O,1I public libraries In the state. The State hbrarY'
applies to !he foundation detailing state rdldlness.. oomrnitmem 10 sustalnability over time, and to
establishing program~ for reaching people who do not otherwise have access to computers and
the Internet. Second. eligible public libnllics submit applications. The eligibility standards for
indiyiduallibraries within a state m::ll

• Library building is within a stale that has been accepkd to participate in the U.S. Library
Program;

• Library building is a public library recogni~cd by the State library agency as a public
libral'y;

• Lil:nry bulldmg serves an area of grealer tIwt 10 percent JXwerty t-ed on U.S. Census
Depanment daUl for 1990:.u and

• Library building has not previously received a Bill & Mc1illda Gates Foundation grant.

SUlles and libraries are given an opponunity 10 appeal the foundation's eligibility decisions.

Public library panic1pmts recrive computers. nctwoIt:ing equipment. MICroSOft IOftwarc
(separately awarded), lelecommuniations services for lmemet access, training and technical
slipponll for library Siaff. The hardware and software configurations received depend on the

• fin! roonI: Abborlla.~ \.oIaI-. K.ad:.y, Mi..;..""". New Mcxtco. ond Wat V""",IL Sccood
....... ( , I ... 1999-2001): ""- eaa;r ia, }londa, Gcorpa, IdIho. MJcIt\l)Ao tie. York,
otluama. SoudI CuoI..... T.... _ . ...0 T Tlunl (tmpl......-l 2OO1_2OOC!): CooIondo. liawal~

llluxn.. Indiana. Milne, M,n-. M,UOOIi. Nonit Corol N(JI1h Dokoca, Oluo, P......ylv...ilI, Soutll Dakota.
Vermont, ViJ'&1nll. and WyorniDa. Fourth round (implorncnled 2002-2003); All""", Coome<tlCUl, Delaware, 1".,.1.
"- Marylond. Mapxhu'lClll, Nclnska, N~1da, N..... II~ire. N..... Jerwy,~ kItodc Islancl, Uw..
Wa"ua&"",. ond Wjercxnm BiB ao Mel_ GIlts f",ed"'" U.s. Ubnay Plop.... fAQ
<bIrp·'-...plIrS"'-"'- ....~m-dialOlfoq.......,..
.. Bill & Md_ GMcs f............ U.s. Lolnry PI........ E>-w- of U.s. Iitnry P .....I..
<hup:JIw-.ptelroundolJOii.....1ibtoncs/1Qlibrvypropatnrevolllll"""dcfoulll.htm>. See 1100' Ooo:doa,M~
GoRlon, Andrew & MCN:lIl', E1i7.1bcth. (200t, FcbnIary IS). Ne... comptlten !:Inng new plI1roII1. Ubrary .ro..nwl,
<hnp:l/www.tibnryjoul.1\lll.com/."le<Libruy.a.p>.Thil firs! review of1llc prosnm wu <Ionc Ity 1M ......, pnnciplll
mVdllptOrS pruemIy II"'IIllWalj the I".....u lOr 1llc fuundIl_
.. la -,,,,,, T'OlIIIICh die e- F........ iII¥Olvcd • _ publoc I:iItnry~~ • III< procaa.
.. from die 8in .I: Melonda a-. fl '._ U.s LiItnry .......... fAQ
4mp"JIwww,pICSfoundal""'.orJ}blnncl.\oIlibo.)I"... ......,.,latedJnful'f*lJrtm>.
U FQI" IDroml&lIOd "" lhc: melhod used, _: Bill II: MeliDdl GaleS Foundotioo U.S. Librwy J>ro&ram. U.s. lil>n<ry
progro", ·s de,_i~mw.r of fX'P"1~tiott H<Vfti ~Itd P<J~ny ",'es
<lmp"J/www.pIcIl.oundillOll.OlJllibnneslullibnryprocromlrdolcdmb.wIt~.htm>.

" f",. f\anber .."'"-'on on ~ <>IfemIocc:
<kIpJ'wwwP'=~- ,.".,.,.,.,IIIli:a.1P..._.. 1...Lcle&alIl...,..



nceds of each library as assessed by the foundation. Each workstation provides assiSWlCe for
visually and auditory impaired I1.'lel'S based on consullation with the Washington Adaplive
Te<:hnology Alliance (WATA). Each COtnplll.... provides a Spanish Language profile. Training
and lechnical support coven whal lO do before your computa- anives. how 10 use the apphcation
SQfh"..re provided, Inlcmct applications, l1C'f\I·Ofk administration and compuler systcms
management.

Other Public Library .·unding lu Reduce the Digit.1 [)i,'ide

While of substllnlil.1 importance, LSTA, E-ral!': and Gates Family Foundalion funding are
not tbe only SQUrces of fundmg for public libnuy Inteme1 services. Indeed. these funding
SQurces are besl viev.·ed as pieces of the connectivity puule Ihal serves to provide the resources
needed for public libranes to reduce the digital divide. Other funding for public library Intcrnd
connectivity include:

• St.tt Iclecommunic.tions funds. Some states (i.e., Texas) adopted lbc,r own un"'c:nal
SCTVicc fund mechamsms to auist !lChools and libraries to connect lO the lnlernet These
funds scrve 10 supplement and/or enhance connectivity in the state's schools and
libraries.

• One lime or additKJnal operatio, appropri.lions to the State library. Stale
governments provided one-lime funds (c.g., to provide for initi.1 pun::basc of In\C1'llCl
workstalions) and added opcrtIling revmues (e.g.. to support the purchase of statewidc
licensed databases) to State liOOnies that reduced lbc digital divide

• Industry, non-profit & foundation support. Various computer and
telc:eommunicatioos companies have provided public libraries ..ith critical 5UppOJ1 as
they introduced the Internet to their communities. Sec for example, AQL Time Warna
Foundation. <http;//www.aoltimewanlerfoundation.orgl>.

• Local ~overnmentsupporC. The common assumptIon. yet to be tested fully, is lbat local
gO"emroenl$ will pick up the OOgQing suppon, replacement and maintenance of Intemet
equipment and services introduced at public libraries. In some cases, public libnnc:s
have already been able to leveralle federal and Slale funding al lhe local level 10 provide
additional funding sources for Internet connectivity, services, and rcsourccs.

• P.rtnershlps .nd la-klad M'rvlcn.. A number of public libnnes receive m-kind
contributions and/or JeTViec:s from federal and Sl:lte Igcncic:s, regional oonsortia, and
lnlcmet service providen (ISI"1), to name • few. For example. the State library, state
telecommunications agency and regional consortia may provide access 10
tcle<:ommunicalions services as \lieU as online dalllbase subscnptioo services.. ISPs may
provide libraries with Web hostioa and e-mail services. County govemment may hosl
hbrary network services and maintain them. Libraries benefit tremendously from such in
kind services.

• Local fuadiall: IOUn:ts. Local industry and individual donors bave alS() played key roles
in the proviSIOn of Internet resources and services.

1ltcTe may be olber connectivity S()urccs a\'lilable to public libraries. but tbc above are key
funding S()UTCeS. Together, each type of funding inili.live Clll\ provide eligible libraries w,th a
robust Intemet cOf\l'loClCtivity program with worIr:::Slations, communicalions equipment. facilities

lO



upgrndes. telecommunIcations SCTVICCS. IOftWllTe. database SUbscnptlOfi~ fumitun:. and
other necessary Items.
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CHAPn:R J: sin: VISITS

This chapter rcporls on sIte visits 10 mon: than filly libranes in four stales: Colomdo,
Florida., MIChigan, and Pennsylvania involvmg interviews wilh OVcT 100 library managcn
including the Slate librarian. SCIlIOr Slate library staff. and public libfary managcB. See
Appcndi:< C for a hSI of srudy panleipants. The goal of Ibis ponion of tile sludy was to provide a
snapshot of U.S. SUlle and public libnlry effons to reduce the digital divide and the role of
c:<temal nalional-Ievel funding m thai effort. F.:<ample sile Vlsil di5(:usslOll queslJOII5 .....ere:

• Bow dId public libranes make use of utcrnal national-Ie~'el funds to de\'elop """ne!worlt resources and services and address a potential for a digital divide in Iheir
communities?

• What role did sUlte libnlries play?

• Whal next steps do SUlte and public libranes plan thaI may benefil from ulemal fundmg?

Other diJK:ussion questions evolved dunng the aetu.al site visus.

Study Approach

T'he challenge wa.s to prescnl useful results and lIIIalysis to the libl1ll)' community,
e:<temal funders, policy makers. and researchers to assist them as lbey made present and fulUTe
management, fundmg. pohcy and research decIsions. "The study team could noI condUICI • SlUdy
of the entire public Jibf'ary digital divide redUClion effon throughout the U.S. given the project's
funding and time constraints. Instead. the researchen chose to study four $!aleS' erforts
intensh'ely, looking for pauems and lrends common to .n that might be indleati\'e of nallonal
ttends or issues,

T'he rescan:hcrs eumined the litenU~ and available data for guidance as 10 llf>ptoptiate
Slates 10 visiL The study team eonsidered whether il was posSible 10 identify the most and least
5UCCessful stales in terms of C:<lemal natiolllll·level funding for public library digital divide
efforts. Funding is only one factor in • successful effort to reduce the digital dn'lde and funding
al the SUlte aggregate may not reneet whal is occuning locally. Fuooing data could serve,
however, as a fair indicator of public library interest. organi:vnion, and innovation. In \be cue of
LSTA Grants 10 State Library Agencles, fundmg levels were hIown but fundmg for lntemel
services or digital divide reduclion was nOl easy 10 isolate. In the case of E·rate, three
approaches were considered:

"



• National Center for Edklcational Statistics (2000)14 data on which state librarics applied
ror E-nnc funding in Year 1: The division between successful and l1lt!luecessful states
seemed clear. lbe data indicalcd lhat 50lIlC Wlte librane!l stmply did not apply for Year I
fundiD" Upon llnI.lysls however, many of the swe lil:nrie:s dld not apply h....,mSC' the
stale departments of educat}on were designated as the Sl3le coordinaling~ for all E
nue funding (be it school or library), this was nol renected in ,he NCES data;

• SlD data on E-rate awards for 1999 by stale: These data did nOI control for state
population sile (large SlaU:S therefore wen ranked higher whether successful or not): and

• SLD data on E·rate awards for 1999 by awards per population of Iega1 servia area by
SWe; This data ..~ oftetl in dlrttt opposition 10 the Pf'eVi0u5ly discussed SLD da~

frequetltly I1lIlking tbe stales that had r«ei,'cd the largest E-rnle awards at lhe bottom.

The data were inconclusive, indeed contradictory, as 10 lhe success of stales in being awarded E

rate discounts. None of these data offered a credible means of selooing stales whose Slale 01'

public libraries were more successful in reducins the digital divide.

The study team relllCWtlly concluded thaI il was not possible 10 selecl state paniclpanlS
based on their varied SUCttSS in reducing the digital divide or even suc<:ess in applying for or
obtaining external funding to reduce the digital divide. In the absence of other compelling
crilcria, lhe principal crileria used to sclec1 the slales were:

• Fudin. aDd logistics Iimilation.: Tbc 5ttIdy team limited sile sclect>on due 10 project

funding aDd logistics 10 fOUT states.
• Gwgraphic dh'crslry: Effon wa~ made to selCleI statCi from dilferenl parts of the

country, and to inclooe ~mall, medium and larger states.
• Readily accessible urban and rural Iibrarioe.: The researchers set as a mimmum

criterion IIw. one urban and ODe runtllibnry would be visilcd in eacb stale.
• Popul.tloll mb: There thoWd be Rady K'CCS!i 10 public libi.iCS serving populatiorts

most likely 10 DOl have access 10 Intemel services according 10 the li'enlture and existing
research.

• Collection of Internet rel.ted ItllliJtin: Had lhe State libral)' collected useful slalistics
related to public library Internet rel.ted aclivilies'!

• Stale library Indenblp rvk: To ..bat degree tIad the swe libnnet uken aleadenhip
role in public library InlemCt activities and obtaimng funding for these aetlvilies wnrun
the Slate?

• Wlllingncl5 to pilnidplllc: The study would make modcrate demands on the stllte and
public libnlriel involved in terms of time and stafT commitment. The slales enosen had 10

be wilhng 10 par1lCipatc.

• Sludy tum kl101I-ledge or tbe Itate: The I'C5CiIn:nen chose states ..ith wbich the lIudy
tearn hid recent lillie and publk libtal)' experience. This factor allowed more stales and

.. NCES (2000, Appendix II) JqlClfIir!a 1999 (lJCal yur <II.. indi....ln that thi")'..", Sllole hlnry qeocies wen: Eo

.... "'.... _ "A'hcallts. lb.. pICIUn: dod filii ....."..:M lit fitcaJ ~ 2000 -..lIen 32 twa ..... Ibe
o..aict«Co!umbuo were &.nw "'...... appliam NCtS(2001. APli 1"' 8).~_""",oM&-.SLD
• d .. 1haI ..... NCES dau -.b-.f'ellll"U owe Iibrwy IF"CY pwl>t>paUDa. 0. 101)' be dlIIlhe NCESdoda
dna filii ......ufy owe librw>co that apphed ........... lheu~ _ departmosIlS of' _



more sites to be studIed because of reduced time spent on logistics. This was dttmcd a
faclor due 10 the lunited lime the study team could spend m each Slate

The combination of Ihese factors resullS in the selection of the four states studied: Michigan,
Colorado. Pennsylvania, and Florida.

Each state: site visit lasted four days One: d.1y "''as spent mtcniewing the state librarian;
dtrector of library development; specialists in E-rate, LSTA and federal fundmg; and, selected
specialiSlS In mtmdocmg Intemel services 10 public libl'llries and e,-a.luating these servitts (e.g.,
library oonsultants and district librarians). Stale: lilnry technology managers were interviewed
.. hen: Ihe State library provided statcwlde Internet services (e.g., statewide licensed database
progralTlS). When: possible. the study leam intervlevo'ed E-rate fund specialists from the
Department of Educalion. "T11ese personnel were most knowledgeable about questions related to
the State library study objecll\'es and had !he widest view of the range of the state's publIC
library's ellper;cnce with altering the digital divide. The other !hree days wen: spent
intcrvlcwing public library managcrs on site m their libraries or in. nearby host library.

The literatufC and available data also did TlOl offer a credible means of choosing
individual public libraries ""1thm each state thai were reprcsenlJltive, succc:ssful or nol, m
reducing the digital divide. Thus, the study le:anl relied on the local knowledge of Slate librory
staff and the State: library projcct liaison to sc:lcct individual Iibl'l1l')' panieipants withm the Slale.
The local selectors WCf'C briefed on the 5IUdy's objectives and IOid that the resean:bcn wished 10
visit one urban and one Nl"al public library at minimum. Within lhesc pammeters. project
liaisons from the Nte$ visited developed a nmge ofselcetion criteria including:

• Innovative lntemet servlCC!l panicularly to those who otherwise would nol have them;
• Libraries viewed as representallve or average libnries within the state;
• Libr.iries with apcrt staff in technology, granl writing, fi!lCll matters;
• Libraries located in likely settmgs with high poveny rates. illiteracy. or mll10rity

populations;
• Libraries with unusual (successful or less successful) E·rate or LSTA apcricnccs,
• Anlculate library staff;
• Willingness to participate: in the study; and
• Combinations of the above crileria.

1lIe study team interviewed publie library directors, so'eming board members. grant writers,
planneB. C\'aluators. and ledtnology managers at each public library visited. In small limncs
this was o!\en one person or inclLldcd volunteers from Ibc community. Hosllibl'aries Wffe asked
to arrange fOl'" a focus group held at thc host library and 10 invite area public librory dIrectors or
designates. 111 addit'on, State library represmtatives administered surveys prepared by the study
team to district librarians in Pennsylvania and library technology officcn in Florida. The libntries
selected as a fC$U1t of this approach Wffe diverse in oontext and clIptrience in reducing lhe
digital divide.
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